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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


NADIRE ATAS, 
Plaintiff, 
22-CV-853 (JPO) 
-V 
THE NEW YORK TIMES COMPANY, PRO SE PLAINTIFF 
et al., 
Defendants. 


MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION 


1. Pro se plaintiff Nadire Atas brought complaint against the defendants The New York 


Times among others, for defamation et al . 


2. By OPINION AND ORDER dated September 5, 2023, the District Court denied leave to 
amend when amendment would be futile and dismissed the complaint with prejudice 


ECF 77 


3. Pro se Plaintiff Nadire Atas respectfully moves to the Court under Local Civil Rule 6.3 


to reconsider Order dated September 5, 2023 ECF 77 


Dated: September 19, 2023 Respectfully Submitted 


Nadire Atas 
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411- 11 Thorncliffe ParkDr 
Toronto, ON M4H 1P3 


nadireatas@gmail.com 
nadireatas24(@gmail.com 


David E. McCraw 

The New York Times Company 

Legal Department 

620 Eighth Avenue 

New York, NY 10018 

Phone: (212) 556-1234 

Facsimile: (212) 556-4634 

Email: mccrad@nytimes.com 

Attorneys for Defendants The New York Times 
Company, Ellen Pollock, Kashmir Hill, Aaron 
Krolik, The Daily Podcast, Michael Barbaro, John 


Does 1-20, and XYZ Corporations 1-10 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW _ YORK 


NADIRE ATAS, 
Plaintiff, 
22-CV-853 (JPO) 
-V 
THE NEW YORK TIMES COMPANY, PRO SE PLAINTIFF 
et al., 
Defendants. 


MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT OF 
PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION 


4. Reconsideration Is Warranted For The Following: 


(i) misinterpreting and misapplying the plausibility standard articulated in Bell Atlantic Corp. v. 
Twombly, 550 U.S. 544 (2007), and Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 556 U.S. 662 (2009) and ignoring or 
failing to accept as true detailed factual allegations in the complaint 

(ii) misinterpreting and misapplying judicial notice and Recognition of foreign judgments 

(iii) misinterpreting and misapplying judicial notice and Recognition of foreign defamation 
judgments 

(iv) misinterpreting and misapplying Substantial Truth to publications where Atas had plead 
facts demonstrating the falsity of the allegedly defamatory statements not shielded by privilege 
(v) misinterpreting and misapplying doctrine of collateral estoppel to foreign Judgments where 


the four elements have not been satisfied 
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(vi) misinterpreting and misapplying the withdrawal of the criminal charges in Ontario Canada 
by the Attorney General of Ontario on December 7, 2021 

(vii) misinterpreting and misapplying the Fair Report Privilege articulated in Kinsey v. New York 
Times Co., 991 F.3d 171, 178 (2d Cir. 2021) 

(vili) misinterpreting and misapplying the actual malice standard imposed by New York’s anti 
strategic litigation against public participation (“anti-SLAPP”) statute and ignoring that 
“evidence of an intent to avoid the truth ... [can be] sufficient to satisfy the [actual malice 
standard].” Harte-Hanks, 491 U.S. at 693, 109 S.Ct. 2678 

(ix) misinterpreting and misapplying the Vicarious Liability standard and ignoring that 
employees of the New York Times, Kashmir Hill an other defendants committed a tort 

(x) misinterpreting and misapplying the claim against Defendant Lily Meier 

(xi) misinterpreting and misapplying that the statements of Todd Essig are premised on Atas 
being the publisher and this being premised from a foreign defamation judgments 

(xii) the Court clearly overlooked the Formal Judgment of Justice Corbett dated January 3, 2028 
filed as an Exhibit in ECF 2 

(xiii) misinterpreting and misapplying the number of amendments. Atas has amended her 


complaint twice and is seeking leave to file a third amended complaint 


5. Alternatively, Atas requests leave to file its Third Amended Complaint 


A. VEXATIOUS LITIGANT JUDGMENT DATED JANUARY 3, 2018 


10. 


11. 


12. 
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The reasons for Judgment under s. 140 of the Courts of Justice Act ( the vexatious 
litigant Judgment ) was rendered by Justice Corbett in Ontario on January 3, 2018 
consisting of 359 paragraphs and reporting on Canlii at Peoples Trust Company v. Atas, 
2018 ONSC 58 

The online New York Times article “ A Vast Web of Vengeance” includes a direct link to 
Canlii at Peoples Trust Company v. Atas, 2018 ONSC 58 

In Canada , reasons for Judgment are entered into a formal Judgment. 

After rendering his reasons for Judgment on Canlii at Peoples Trust Company v. Atas, 
2018 ONSC 58, Justice Corbett unilaterally and without notice added into his formal 
Judgment provisions and terms that were not in his reasons for Judgment . 

The added provisions and terms in the formal Judgment , Paragraphs 2-6 and 35 , placed 
Justice Corbett as case management Judge and Judge , Jury , Executioner and Appellate 
Judge of all of his own Orders . 

The language in the formal Judgment , Paragraphs 2-6 and 35 require Atas to seek 
permission from Justice Corbett for each and any step in any litigation, including in 
actions launched against her and where she is the defendant . Justice Corbett then 
extended Paragraphs 2-6 and 35 to apply to his contempt Orders including any appeal of 
his contempt orders and sanctions ( including imprisonment ) 


You can't make this stuff up. 


B. DEFAMATION JUDGMENT DATED JANUARY 28, 2021 


13, 


14. 


13, 


16. 


Lh 


18. 


19. 


20. 
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Justice Corbett proceeded with the motions in the four defamation actions ( 3 summary 
motions and | default motion ) in November 2019 in accordance with the terms and 
provisions of his formal vexatious litigant Judgment and rendered his reasons for 
Judgment on January 28, 2021 

The reasons for Judgment in the four defamation actions (3 summary and | default) 
were heard by Justice Corbett in November 2019 and rendered by Justice Corbett in 
Ontario on January 28, 2021 consisting of 251 paragraphs and reporting on Canlii at 
Caplan v. Atas, 2021 ONSC 670. 

Justice Corbett has included in Peoples Trust Company v. Atas, 2018 ONSC 58, in 
paragraphs 249-250 that Atas is required to seek permission to appeal the defamation 
Judgment although the defamation actions were launched against her and where she is the 
defendant , 

The online New York Times article “ A Vast Web of Vengeance” includes a PDF link 
rather than a direct link Canlii at Peoples Trust Company v. Atas, 2018 ONSC 58 at 
https://int.nyt.com/data/documenttools/caplan-v-atas/36240cac847e8e4e/full.pdf to 
ensure that Google picks it up in the search engines, 

Canlii decisions are not picked up by Google search engines . 

You can't make this stuff up. 

The Canadian judiciary has been turned into a Kangaroo Court . 

In 2023, Atas filed an Application in the Federal Court of Canada for Judicial 
Misconduct bearing Court File no. T-721-23 over Justice Corbett’s misuse of the 
judiciary . In Canada, Judges have judicial immunity and cannot be sued. They are 


appointed. They can only be removed for Judicial Misconduct by an Act of Parliament , 


21. 


22. 


23. 


24. 


23 
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Obviously the terms and provisions he unilaterally entered into his formal vexatious 
litigant Judgment are not included in the statute s. 140 of the Courts of Justice Act 
Obviously the Canadian Judiciary is an open Court system and Court Orders ( written 
reasons ) are available on various sites on line and open to Judicial scrutiny 

Formal Judgments are public record but not readily available unless someone wants to 
go the court house and dig it up. 


This is egregious judicial misconduct by a federally appointed Judge in Canada 


I. MISINTERPRETING AND MISAPPLYING THE PLAUSIBILITY 
STANDARD ARTICULATED IN BELL ATLANTIC CORP. V. TWOMBLY, 
550 U.S. 544 (2007), AND ASHCROFT V. IQBAL, 556 U.S. 662 (2009) AND 
IGNORING OR FAILING TO ACCEPT AS TRUE DETAILED FACTUAL 
ALLEGATIONS IN THE COMPLAINT 


To survive a Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss, “a complaint must contain sufficient 
factual matter, accepted as true, to ‘state a claim to relief that is plausible on its face.” 
Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 556 U.S. 662, 678 (2009) (quoting Bell Atl. Corp. v. Twombly, 550 
U.S. 544, 570 (2007)). “A claim has facial plausibility when the plaintiff pleads factual 
content that allows the court to draw the reasonable inference that the defendant is liable 
for the misconduct alleged.” Iqbal, 556 U.S. at 678 (citing Twombly, 550 U.S. at 556). 
The complaint need not “contain detailed or elaborate factual allegations, but only 
allegations sufficient to raise an entitlement to relief above the speculative level.” Keiler 
v. Harlequin Enters., 751 F.3d 64, 70 (2d Cir. 2014) (citation omitted). “Although for the 
purposes of a motion to dismiss we must take all of the factual allegations in the 
complaint as true, we ‘are not bound to accept as true a legal conclusion couched as a 


factual allegation.” Iqbal, 556 U.S. at 678 (quoting Twombly, 550 U.S. at 555). Similarly, 


26. 


21. 


28. 


29. 
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a complaint does not suffice “if it tenders ‘naked assertion[s]' devoid of ‘further factual 
enhancement.’ Id. (quoting Twombly, 550 U.S. at 557) (alteration in Iqbal). “While legal 
conclusions can provide the framework of a complaint, they must be supported by factual 
allegations. When there are well-pleaded factual allegations, a court should assume their 
veracity and then determine whether they plausibly give rise to an entitlement to relief.” 
Id. 

Atas did plead that Justice Cirbett’s vexatious litigant Judgment placed himself as Judge , 
Jury, Executioner and Appellate Judge of all of his own Orders involving Atas 

Atas filed Justice Corbett’s formal vexatious litigant Judgment as an Exhibit with her 
Complaint to the SDNY in ECF 2 

Atas did plead that unnamed sources in the NYT defendants article were fabricated 
Whether actual malice can plausibly be inferred will depend on the facts and 
circumstances of each case. For example, a plaintiff may allege that “a story [was] 
fabricated by the defendant” if the defendant provides no source for the allegedly 
defamatory statements or if the purported source denies giving the information. St. 
Amant v. Thompson, 390 U.S. 727, 732, 88 S.Ct. 1323, 20 L.Ed.2d 262 (1968). Or the 
plaintiff may point to the fact that the allegedly defamatory statements were “based 
wholly on an unverified anonymous telephone call” or were published despite “obvious 
[specified] reasons to doubt the veracity of the informant or the accuracy of his reports” 


or despite the “inherently improbable” nature of the statements themselves. Id. 


Il. MISINTERPRETING AND MISAPPLYING JUDICIAL NOTICE AND 
RECOGNITION OF FOREIGN JUDGMENTS 


30. 


a1. 


32. 


B33. 


34. 


35. 
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This case involves novel issues concerning the recognition of foreign-country judgments 
Recognizing a foreign judgment means accepting a foreign court’s determination of the 
parties’ rights and obligations. Once a foreign judgment has been recognized, it may 
serve as the basis for claim preclusion (res judicata) or claim preclusion (collateral 
estoppel). 

There is no dispute that the Court may take judicial notice of matters outside the 
pleadings at the motion to dismiss stage without converting the motion to one for 
summary judgment. See Phillips v. Prudential Ins. Co. of Am., 714 F.3d 1017, 1019-20 
(7th Cir. 2013) (citing Geinosky v. City of Chi., 675 F.3d 743, 745 n.1 (7th Cir. 2012)). 
The Court’s error here is over whether the Canadian Vexatious Litigant Judgment 
comports sufficiently with due process to merit judicial notice and serve as a basis for 
collateral estoppel 

The significance of the foreign judgment will depend on a variety of other considerations 
as well, having to do with the reliability of the foreign proceeding for determining the 
parties' rights.. 

Two grounds for nonrecognition found in the 2005 Uniform Act but not in the 1962 
version are “substantial doubt about the integrity of the rendering court with respect to 
the judgment” and lack of due process in the specific proceeding. The first refers to 
corruption, whereas the second refers to procedures that were fundamentally unfair. 


These grounds focus on serious defects in the specific proceeding. 


36. 


ahs 


38. 


39. 
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Although the Supreme Court in Hilton denied recognition of a French judgment because 
France did not give reciprocity to U.S. judgments, lack of reciprocity is not a ground for 
nonrecognition under the Uniform Acts. Six states, however, have added lack of 
reciprocity as a basis for nonrecognition of foreign judgments: Arizona, Florida, Maine, 
Massachusetts, Ohio, and Texas. New Hampshire also lists reciprocity as a basis for 
declining to recognize judgments rendered by courts in Canada. These states do not 
require that the foreign country has previously recognized one of their judgments but 
rather look at how the country generally treats U.S. judgments or whether it would be 


likely to enforce a similar U.S. judgment. 


Il. MISINTERPRETING AND MISAPPLYING JUDICIAL NOTICE AND 
RECOGNITION OF FOREIGN DEFAMATION JUDGMENTS 


28 U.S. Code § 4102 governs recognition of foreign defamation judgments 

The Court’s error here is over whether the foreign defamation Judgment comports 
sufficiently with due process to merit recognition, judicial notice and serve as a basis for 
collateral estoppel 

Recognition of foreign defamation judgments requires an Application to the District 


Court Trout Point Lodge, Ltd.v.Handshoe 729 F.3d 481 (Sth Cir. 2013) 


IV. MISINTERPRETING AND MISAPPLYING SUBSTANTIAL TRUTH TO 
PUBLICATIONS WHERE ATAS HAD PLEAD FACTS DEMONSTRATING THE 
FALSITY OF THE ALLEGEDLY DEFAMATORY STATEMENTS PUBLISHED 
NOT SHIELDED BY PRIVILEGE 


40. 


4l. 


42. 


43. 


4A. 


45. 


46. 


47. 


48. 
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On a fair reading , the New York Times defendants are not shielded from liability by the 
doctrine of substantial truth, 

The NYT published that Matthew Hefler first noticed the postings on the internet in 
June 2020. 

Justice Corbett heard defamation motions November 2019 and rendered his reasons 
January 28, 2021 

Matthew Hefler had absolutely nothing to do with the Court proceedings in Canada. 

The NYT article about Matthew Hefler is not substantial truth and the NYT defendants 
are not shielded from liability for publishing that Atas is the author of internet posts about 
Matthew Hefler 

Kashmir Hill published a myriad of publications that Atas is the author about internet 
posts about her, her husband and editor 

Kashmir Hill had absolutely nothing to do with the Court proceedings in Canada 

The NYT defendants’ publications were not substantial truth and the NYT defendants are 


not shielded from liability. 


V. MISINTERPRETING AND MISAPPLYING DOCTRINE OF COLLATERAL 
ESTOPPEL TO FOREIGN JUDGMENT WHERE THE FOUR ELEMENTS 
HAVE NOT BEEN SATISFIED 


Collateral estoppel has four elements: “(1) the identical issue was raised in a previous 


proceeding; (2) the issue was actually litigated and decided in the previous proceeding; 


49. 


50. 


52. 


53 
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(3) the party had a full and fair opportunity to litigate the issue; and (4) the resolution 
of the issue was necessary to support a valid and final judgment on the merits.” Id. at 156. 
Atas certainly had not had a full and fair opportunity to litigate the issue 

Atas is required to seek permission to appeal the defamation judgment although the 


defamation actions were launched against her 


VI. MISINTERPRETING AND MISAPPLYING THE WITHDRAWAL OF THE 
CRIMINAL CHARGES IN ONTARIO CANADA BY THE ATTORNEY 
GENERAL OF ONTARIO ON DECEMBER 7, 2021 


. The sources to the New York Times article were the same persons as complainants to the 


Toronto Police Services on the same set of facts and evidence that was before Justice 
Corbett in the Judgment of Justice Corbett that is linked to the New York Times article 


The sources to the NYT article were unreliable . 


VII. Misinterpreting And Misapplying The Fair Report Privilege Articulated In 
Kinsey V. New York Times Co., 991 F.3d 171, 178 (2d Cir. 2021) 


The NYT defendants published a myriad of statements as facts that were not before the 


Court and therefore, they are not shielded by the fair report privilege 


54. 


53; 


56. 


eee 


58. 
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VIII. MISINTERPRETING AND MISAPPLYING THE ACTUAL MALICE 
STANDARD IMPOSED BY NEW YORK’S ANTI STRATEGIC LITIGATION 
AGAINST PUBLIC PARTICIPATION (“ANTI-SLAPP”) STATUTE AND 
IGNORING THAT “EVIDENCE OF AN INTENT TO AVOID THE TRUTH ... 
[CAN BE] SUFFICIENT TO SATISFY THE [ACTUAL MALICE STANDARD].” 
HARTE-HANKS, 491 U.S. AT 693, 109 S.CT. 2678 


The NYT defendant deliberately avoided the truth and that is sufficient to satisfy the 
actual malice standard 

Atas provided the NYT defendants with documents prior to publication that clearly 
showed the NYT defendant Kashmir Hill that her sources were unreliable and the falsity 
of what Kashmir Hill was determined to publish. 

On Oct 27, 2020, 5:04 PM, Atas emailed the formal vexatious litigant Judgment of 
Justice Corbett dated January 3, 2018 to the NYT defendant Kashmir Hill where he is 
Judge , Jury, Executioner and Appellate Judge of all of his own orders . NYT defendant 
Kashmir Hill surely knew that Justice Corbett’s formal vexatious litigant Judgment was 
not consistent with his reasons for the vexatious litigant Judgment that she linked to her 
NYT article, 

On Oct 29, 2020, 12:16 AM, Atas emailed court documents to the NYT defendant 
Kashmir Hill that showed that defamation Judgments from Courts in Canada required an 
Application to a District Court for recognition, sometimes called a domesticated Order 
Oct 29, 2020, 12:16 AM 

On Nov 17, 2020, 3:43 PM, Atas emailed the NYT defendant Kashmir Hill that the 
parallel contempt proceedings by the same parties to the defamations actions and on the 


same facts and issues precluded her from responding to the defamation motions ( 3 


59. 


60. 


61. 


62. 
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summary and | default motion ) . The Motions before Justice Corbett proceeded without 
any filed material from Atas. 

On Jan 27, 2021, 7:51 AM, Atas emailed the NYT defendant Kashmir Hill the transcript 
of the s. 140 hearing of the application under s. 140 of the Courts of Justice Act ( 
vexatious litigant ) that was heard by Justice Corbett on September 11, 2015 

In addition to the above, the NYT defendant Kashmir Hill surely knew that Matthew 
Hefler having discovered the internet posts about himself in June 2020 had not been 
before the Canadian Courts in 2019 

Generally, “mere proof of failure to investigate, without more, cannot establish reckless 
disregard for the truth.” Gertz, 418 U.S. at 332, 94 S.Ct. 2997 (holding no actual malice 
by defendant's failure to investigate). In New York Times, the Supreme Court held that a 
defendant's reliance on a responsible source negates a finding of “the recklessness that is 
required for a finding of actual malice.” 376 U.S. at 287-88, 84 S.Ct. 710. Similarly, this 
Court has held that where reporters! false statements in an article were based on reliable 
sources, the defendants could “hardly be accused of gross negligence, much less actual 
malice.” Miller v. News Syndicate Co., 445 F.2d 356, 358 (2d Cir.1971). 

But “evidence of an intent to avoid the truth ... [can be] sufficient to satisfy the [actual 
malice standard].” Harte-Hanks, 491 U.S. at 693, 109 S.Ct. 2678. While “a publisher 
who does not already have ‘obvious reasons to doubt’ the accuracy of a story is not 
required to initiate an investigation that might plant such doubt[,] [o]nce doubt exists, ... 
the publisher must act reasonably in dispelling it.” Masson v. New Yorker Magazine, Inc., 
960 F.2d 896, 901 (9th Cir.1992). Thus, when there is evidence that the defendant acted 


with a “high degree of awareness of [a statement's] probable falsity,” Garrison v. 
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Louisiana, 379 U.S. 64, 74, 85 S.Ct. 209, 13 L.Ed.2d 125 (1964), or that the defendant 
“entertained serious doubts as to the truth of his publication,” St. Amant v. Thompson, 390 
U.S. 727, 731, 88 S.Ct. 1323, 20 L.Ed.2d 262 (1968), or that the defendant acted with 
“the purposeful avoidance of the truth,” Harte-Hanks, 491 U.S. at 692, 109 S.Ct. 2678, 
then the defendant's failure to investigate can demonstrate actual malice. 

63. Although "a publisher who does not already have ‘obvious reasons to doubt’ the accuracy 
of a story is not required to initiate an investigation that might plant such doubt[,] [o]nce 
doubt exists, ... the publisher must act reasonably in dispelling it." Dongguk , 734 F.3d at 


124 (quoting Masson v. New Yorker Mag., Inc. , 960 F.2d 896, 901 (9th Cir. 1992) ). 


IX. MISINTERPRETING AND MISAPPLYING THE VICARIOUS LIABILITY 
STANDARD AND IGNORING THAT EMPLOYEES OF THE NEW YORK 
TIMES, KASHMIR HILL AN OTHER DEFENDANTS COMMITTED A TORT 


63. The NYT defendants Ellen Pollock, Kashmir Hill , Aaron Krolik. Michael Barbarol, 


employed by the New York Times 


X. MISINTERPRETING AND MISAPPLYING THE CLAIM AGAINST 
DEFENDANT LILY MEIER 


64. Kashmir Hill published that Atas was the author about her Husband and her Editor . 
65. Lily Meier told the NYT defendants that Atas is the author of internet posts knowing that 
the NYT defendants would publish. 


66. Lily Meier then told the Toronto Police that Atas is the author of internet posts. 
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67. Atas was criminally charged and all the criminal charges were withdrawn on December 


68. 


69. 


70. 


ral 


725 


7, 2021 
The Toronto Police with their investigative powers, the same 30,000 of documents that 
were before Justice Corbett in the civil proceedings and a search of Atas’ electronic 


devices pursuant to a search warrant were not unable to find evidence of internet posts 


XI. MISINTERPRETING AND MISAPPLYING THAT THE STATEMENTS OF 
TODD ESSIG ARE PREMISED ON ATAS BEING THE PUBLISHER AND THIS 
BEING PREMISED FROM A FOREIGN DEFAMATION JUDGMENTS 


The NYT defendant Kashmir Hill told false statements to Todd Essig based on the 
foreign Judgments. 
Todd Essig is a doctor and he published a statement about my mental health without 


meeting me on the false assumption that Atas is the author 


XI. THE COURT CLEARLY OVERLOOKED THE FORMAL VEXATIOUS 
LITIGANT JUDGMENT OF JUSTICE CORBETT DATED JANUARY 3, 2028 
FILED AS AN EXHIBIT IN ECF 2 


On Oct 27, 2020, 5:04 PM, Atas emailed the formal vexatious litigant Judgment of 
Justice Corbett dated January 3, 2018 to the NYT defendant Kashmir Hill 
On January 31, 2022, Atas filed Justice Corbett’s formal vexatious litigant Judgment as 


an Exhibit with her Complaint to the SDNY in ECF 2 


XII. MISINTERPRETING AND MISAPPLYING THE NUMBER OF 
AMENDMENTS. ATAS HAS AMENDED HER COMPLAINT 


ca? 


74. 


fps 


76. 


(aF 


78. 


19, 


80. 
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Pro se Plaintiff Atas has amended her complaint and is seeking leave to file a third amend 
complaint 

Pro se Plaintiff Atas filed Complaint on January 31, 2022 with an Exhibit of the formal 
Judgment of Justice Corbett dated January 3, 2018, signed and entered ECF 2 

Atas filed her amended Complaint and removed defendants to bring the complaint within 
the jurisdiction of New York District Court ECF 23 

Atas filed what she believed was her second amended Complaint ECF 23 . Atas had 
mistakenly filed one of the draft copies she had been working 

By Memo Endorsement ECF 40, Atas ‘ request to correct the filing of her Second 
Amended Complaint is GRANTED and Atas shall file the Second Amended Complaint 
on or before December 28, 2022. 

Atas filed her Second Amended Complaint on December 28, 2022 ECF 43 although the 
clerk listed it as Third Amended Complaint 

By Order dated January 6, 2023, ECF 47, Atas was denied leave to further amend her 


complaint 


CONCLUSION 


For the foregoing reasons, and in the interests of justice, Plaintiffs’ motion for 


reconsideration should be granted. or, in the alternative, grant the Plaintiff leave to file 


Third Amended Complaint 


Case 1:22-cv-00853-JPO Document 78 Filed 09/19/23 Page 18 of 18 


Dated: September 19, 2023 Respectfully Submitted 


Nadire Atas 


411- 11 Thorncliffe Park 
Dr Toronto, ON M4H 1P3 


nadireatas@gmail.com 
nadireatas24(@gmail.com 


David E. McCraw 

The New York Times Company 
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Attorneys for Defendants The New York Times 
Company, Ellen Pollock, Kashmir Hill, Aaron 
Krolik, The Daily Podcast, Michael Barbaro, John 
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